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should "by faulty navigation have come within an ace of wrecking
his own career. Probably the true explanation is twofold. He
was violently overworked during the whole period covered by
this episode and, having no time to make his own investigations,
was forced to rely upon the opinions of others. And, although
the opinions expressed to him were beyond any doubt offered in
all innocence and sincerity, he might well have reached a different
conclusion, had he been able to pursue independent inquiries.
Moreover, in spite of his disillusioning contact with many aspects
of life in his professional capacity, he preserved an almost child-
like faith in the essential decency of human nature, and it would
never have entered his mind that, even if he had made a mistake,
political opponents would seize upon it and magnify it into
charges of personal corruption in the hope of gaining a party
advantage by such underhand means.

Furthermore, his long training in the courts had taught him
the value of the policy of not setting out to destroy a more exten-
sive case than the other side had been able to build up, but to
confine the defence within the limits set by the attack, a rule of
advocacy the neglect of which has led to the loss of many a
winning case. At the time of the House of Commons debate in
October, 1912, the whole gravamen of the charge against him
and his colleagues related to issues upon which the subsequent
purchase of the American shares could have had no possible
influence, and he therefore avoided unnecessarily enlarging the
area of discussion at that stage, being content to reserve the full
disclosure for his evidence before the committee, when it could
be treated in detail and at leisure.

In spite of the favourable reception of the speech, not every-
one was satisfied with the disclaimer, Lord Robert Cecil (now
Viscount Cecil of Chelwood) in particular urging the view that a
mere denial by the Government before the House of Commons
would not meet the case at all, and that there must be a full
inquiry, at which Ministers would submit to examination and
cross-examination. He himself attributed the origin of the
rumours to the congratulatory telegram of March 16 "from a
Member of the Government to his brother, who had just been
awarded by that Government a beneficial contract without
competition," a description which certainly did not err on the
side of generosity.

The last speech in the debate came from Mr. Herbert Samuel,
who was in the impregnable position of never having had the
remotest financial interest in any company bearing the name of
Marconi, and was able to give an exhaustive denial to all sug-